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CATHERINE Q. TIMM, Administrative Patent Judges. 

TIMM, Administrative Patent Judge. 

ORDER REMANDING TO THE EXAMINER 
Appellant appeals under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) from the Examiner's 
decision rejecting claims 1-55 (Br. 3). The appeal is from the Final Office 
Action mailed February 7, 2006. This Final Office Action presents nine 
rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), each of which are directed to different 
groups of the fifty- five claims such that all of the claims are rejected over 
the prior art. In the Brief, Appellant acknowledges that all the claims have 
been rejected over the prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), and states that 
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"[independent claims 1, 24, and 32 will be separately argued, and 
dependent claims 2-23, 25-31 and 33-55 will be considered to stand or fall 
with the independent claims for purposes of this appeal only." (Br. 5). In 
the Answer, the Examiner reproduces only the rejections directed to claims 
1, 24, and 32 (Ans. 3-6), and does not state the status of the § 103(a) 
rejections previously maintained against the other claims. It is, therefore, 
unclear what the status of those other rejections is. 

We remand this application to allow the Examiner to clarify the 
record with regard to the status of the § 103(a) rejections which had been 
maintained in the Final Office Action, but are not listed in the Answer as 
either maintained or withdrawn. 

REMANDED 
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